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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 1 

This Section provides copies of the written comments submitted on the Draft EIR.  No 2 
public comments were made at the two Public Hearings held on January 9, 2008, so no 3 
public comment transcripts were recorded.  Each comment set is presented 4 
chronologically and is immediately followed by the corresponding responses.  The 5 
comments from PG&E are presented at the end of the comment letters as Comment 6 
Set H.  Errata and minor text clarifications are included in Section 4. 7 

Table 3-1 lists all comment sets and shows the comment set identification letter for 8 
each. 9 

 10 
Table 3-1.  Commenters and Comment Set Numbers 

Agency/Affiliation Name of Commenter 
Date of 

Comment 

Draft EIR 
Comment 

Set 
Caltrans Office of Metropolitan Planning Tom Dumas 12/05/2007 A 
DWR Floodway Protection Section Christopher Huitt 12/06/2007 B 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Elizabeth Obon 12/27/2007 C 
Reclamation District 1002 Robert Abercrombie 12/28/2007 D 
Cosumnes River Preserve Harry L. McQuillen, et al. 01/10/2008 E 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Sarenna Deeble 01/09/2008 F 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Anne L. Olson, PE 01/10/2008 G 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Michael A. Gunby 01/14/2008 H 
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COMMENT SET A 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A 1 

A-1 No crossing of State roadways or rights of way would occur as part of this 2 
proposed Project, so an encroachment permit from Caltrans would not be required.  3 
Section 4.7, Traffic and Transportation, page 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR notes that Caltrans 4 
permits would be obtained, as necessary, for any oversized loads that would travel on 5 
State roadways (I-5 and SR 99) in the project area. 6 
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COMMENT SET B 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET B 1 

B-1 As described in Section 4.4, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 4.4-12 of the 2 
Draft EIR, the southern portion of the proposed pipeline route that extends from the 3 
south bank of the Mokelumne River to a point about 5,250 feet to the north near the 4 
second HDD exit area, lies within the Cosumnes River Designated Floodway.  CCR 5 
Title 23, section 123 (f) (3), the section of code governing the Reclamation Board’s 6 
authority, contains the following condition:  “If the installation is to be more than fifty (50) 7 
feet below the levee and the entire floodway and streambed, the board may waive the 8 
requirement for a permit provided a letter of intent is filed with the board prior to 9 
commencement of the project.”  As such, PG&E would file a letter of intent and, if 10 
necessary, acquire a permit in order to confirm Reclamation Board approval before 11 
beginning work within the designated floodway. 12 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET C 1 

C-1 Comment acknowledged. 2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET D 1 

D-1 An analysis of the proposed Project seepage is addressed in the Draft EIR in 2 
Section 4.3, Geology, Soils, Paleontology, and Mineral Resources, on page 4.3-23.  3 
That analysis includes construction techniques as part of the proposed Project which 4 
would be used to avoid creating a conduit for seepage.  In addition, Section 2.3.2 of the 5 
Draft EIR notes that trench barriers or breakers would be installed before backfilling at 6 
specified intervals to prevent water movement along the pipeline.  The trench would be 7 
backfilled using select excavated subsoils, and a moderate level of compaction, 85 8 
percent of maximum density using the American Society for Testing and Materials 9 
(ASTM) D-1557 test procedure, would be used to reduce the risk of uplift and to 10 
minimize the potential for seepage.   11 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET E 1 

E-1 The proposed Project currently provides for the removal of the pipeline bridge.  2 
Based on the environmental analysis, the bridge was found to meet the eligibility 3 
requirements for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and thus considered 4 
an historic resource for the purposes of the CEQA.  The Draft EIR provides that the 5 
removal of the bridge would be a significant unavoidable (Class I) impact and that 6 
feasible mitigation would not reduce the impact to less than significant.  Section 7 
15126.6(a), State CEQA Guidelines provides: “An EIR shall describe a range of 8 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 9 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 10 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project . . .” The “Project without Bridge 11 
Removal” alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR attains the basic objectives of the 12 
proposed Project but lessens the significant unavoidable impact of removing the bridge 13 
as a historic resource.   14 
 15 
Section 15126.6(e)(2), State CEQA Guidelines also provides: “If the environmentally 16 
superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 17 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”  As the Draft EIR 18 
provides, the No Project alternative was identified as the environmentally superior 19 
alternative, therefore an environmentally superior alternative is required to be identified 20 
among the other alternatives.  The “Project without Bridge Removal” alternative was 21 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives 22 
because it would avoid a Class I impact and would not create any new or worsened 23 
impacts compared to the proposed Project.  24 
 25 
Consideration of removing the bridge will need to take into account the historic 26 
significance of the bridge as well as the health and safety risks the bridge currently 27 
poses by leaving it in place. 28 
 29 
E-2 Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR cites the appropriate State CEQA Guidelines on 30 
growth-inducing impacts of the proposed Project.  Six criteria were used as a guide in 31 
evaluating the growth-inducing potential of the proposed Project.  As a result of this 32 
evaluation, it was determined that there would be no direct or indirect growth-inducing 33 
impacts in the surrounding environment.  The project objectives would provide service 34 
to new customers, increase the level of service reliability to current gas customers, 35 
increase capacity in order to transport gas to high growth areas, create a greater 36 
pipeline system capacity to serve expected future industrial customers, and increase 37 
operational flexibility.  As the Draft EIR provides, these objectives are not providing a 38 
new source of gas, but serving existing customers or new costumers in newly or 39 
expected developed areas.  As the Draft EIR states, “the demand for natural gas is a 40 
result of, not a precursor to, development in the region.” 41 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET F 1 

F-1 Comment acknowledged.  PG&E has made contact with the Sacramento 2 
Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) and would continue to coordinate with 3 
SRCSD to ensure that construction activities associated with the projects do not conflict 4 
with one another (PG&E, 2008).    5 
   6 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). 2008. Personal communication with Mike 7 
Gunby, PG&E Project Manager, January 28, 2008. 8 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET G 1 

G-1 Comment acknowledged. 2 
 3 
G-2 Comment regarding Finding No. 18 of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 4 
Control Board (CVRWQCB) Order No. 5-00-175 is acknowledged.  PG&E’s obligation to 5 
comply or be consistent with this finding is implicit in the terms and requirements of 6 
CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175.  As such, PG&E will secure land disposal of all 7 
construction- and pipeline testing-related discharge to the maximum extent practical. 8 
 9 
The Draft EIR does not assume that all of the wastewater generated by the proposed 10 
project would be discharged to surface waters.  The Draft EIR (page 4.4-17) states that, 11 
“Due to the need for dewatering and the discharge of hydrostatic test water, the 12 
proposed Project would require the discharge of water to the local land surface, local 13 
waterways, the Cosumnes River, and/or the Mokelumne River.”  CVRWQCB Order No. 14 
5-00-175 covers the following types of discharges relevant to the proposed Project: 15 
construction dewatering, pipeline pressure testing, and pipeline flushing or dewatering.  16 
Therefore, though land disposal will be secured where practical, the discharges 17 
described (whether discharged to the land surface or surface waters) would be covered 18 
by CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175 and would adhere to the findings, terms, and 19 
requirements described in the order. 20 
 21 
G-3 An evaluation of whether future dewatering and pipeline testing and flushing 22 
discharges could comply with the requirements of CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175 23 
would be speculative, as the quality of discharge water during the construction process 24 
is undeterminable at this time.  However, it is widely known that such discharges from 25 
similar types of construction activities have met the discharge requirements, so it is 26 
reasonable to assume that the discharges from the proposed Project would also be able 27 
to meet the requirements of CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175.   Regardless, PG&E 28 
would comply with all requirements of CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175 and, as stated in 29 
the terms of the order/permit, would immediately stop any discharge in the event there 30 
is a violation (or threat of a violation) of the permit or if the CVRWQCB so orders. 31 
 32 
G-4 See Response G-3. 33 
 34 
G-5 A portion of the text in the Draft EIR has been revised to clarify that, with respect 35 
to the discharge of spoils and/or drilling mud, PG&E would obtain Waste Discharge 36 
Requirements (WDRs) or a waiver of WDRs from the CVRWQCB.  Pages 4.4-11, 4.4-37 
12, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 4.4-20, and 4.4-21 of the Draft EIR have been revised.  Refer 38 
to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 39 
 40 
G-6 Refer to Response G-2 regarding land disposal.  A portion of the text in the Draft 41 
EIR has been revised to clarify that PG&E, at the discretion of the CVRWQCB, would 42 
obtain a waiver for the construction-related discharges (see Response G-5).  Otherwise, 43 
discharges from dewatering activities and pipeline pressure testing would be covered 44 
under CVRWQCB Order No. 5-00-175.  Pages 4.4-11, 4.4-12, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 45 



3.0 Responses to Comments 
 

PG&E Line 108 Natural Gas Pipeline 3-24 March 2008 
Project EIR 

4.4-20, and 4.4-21 of the Draft EIR have been revised,  Refer to Section 4.0 of this Final 1 
EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. 2 
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